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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10/10/2008 have been fully considered and are 
addressed below. 

2. The amendments to claims 9 and 1 9 overcome the objections to the claims 
raised in the previous office action. 

3. The amendments to the claims did not address the objection to claim 8. 
However, upon further review examiner believes that claim 8 does indeed further limit 
claim 1 and the objection is withdrawn. Display in the indicia "from each" is more limiting 
than "in association with". Note that under this interpretation examiner believes that 
applicant has inadvertently claimed two first sets of indicia and two second sets of 
indicia. Examiner believes that applicant's intended meaning is that in the first mode a 
member of the first set of indicia is displayed from each of the key elements. This is the 
interpretation examiner used throughout the previous office action, whether or not it was 
strictly required by the claim language as in claim 8 or was not so strictly required as in 
claim 1. 



The limitations of Claim 8 


The limitations of Claim 1 


the display controller is arranged to 


a display controller operable to control the 
continuous flexible display film 


in a first mode, cause the display device to 
display a first set of indicia from each of 
the key elements 


to have a first display output in which a 
first set of indicia are displayed in 
association with the set of mechanical key 
elements 
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and, in a second mode, display a second 
set of indicia from each of the key 
elements 



and a second display output in which a 
second set of indicia, different to the first 
set of indicia, are displayed in association 
with the set of mechanical key elements 



4. The amendments to claims 1 , 3, 1 9 and 20 effectively over come the rejections 
raised in the previous office action concerning lack of antecedent basis under 35 U.S.C. 
112 second paragraph. 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to the section 1 02 or 1 03 rejections of claims 
1 , 3, 5-12, and 16-20 (all outstanding claims) have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claim 8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 8 recites the limitation "the display device" in the third line of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Note 
that reference to "the display device" was removed from claim 1 in the most 
recently amended set of claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
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8. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tlie invention, and of tlie manner and process of 
malting and using it, in sucli full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

9. Claims 21-23 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. 

As to claims 21 and 22, these claims are method claims. The 
specification as filed made no mention of methods. 

As to claim 23, this is a claim to a computer readable medium encoded 
with instructions to perform particular operations, i.e. method steps. The 
specification as filed made no mention of the particular instructions being so 
encoded. The specification only speaks generally of memory in a device with 
instructions but doesn't specifically say that it is the claimed set of instructions. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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1 1 . Claims 1, 3, 5-10, 15, 16, and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Application Publication No. 2002/0034930 to Yamazaki et 
al. {"Yamazakr) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,067,074 to Lueders {"Lueders"). 

As to claim 1, Yamaza/(/ discloses: 
A keypad comprising: 

a set of switches (see for example Fig. 3 items 608 and 609 and [0073]- 

[0074]); 

a set of mechanical key elements arranged in a plane wherein each 
mechanical key element has a fixed position in the plane relative to the fixed 
positions of each other mechanical key element wherein each mechanical key 
element is capable of being moved by a user so as to operate a respective 

switch and wherein each mechanical key element comprises a separate outer 
pad for actuation by a user (see for example Fig. 3 iter-ns 603 and [0072]); and 
a flexible display extending beneath the set of mechanical key elements 
and over the set of switches and configured to position the set of mechanical key 
elements for user actuation and to present a plurality of controllable pixels under 
each of the mechanical key elements and arranged to flex when a user moves 
any one of the set of mechanical key elements to operate a respective switch 
(see for example Fig. 3 items 604-606 and [001 1]; note that referring to the "pixel 
portion" would have fairly suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art a "plurality 
of controllable pixels") and a display controller operable to control the flexible 
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display to have a first display output in which a first set of indicia are displayed in 
association with the set of mechanical key elements and a second display output 
in which a second set of indicia, different to the first set of indicia, are displayed 
in association with the set of mechanical key elements, wherein the mode of the 

display device can be varied under the control of the display controller (see for 
evarnpie Absi.racl especiaiiy "swiiching inpul modes", and [0062] or [0086] or 
[0094] for change in the image displayed on the keys, in which a change in the 
image displayed indicates that there are first and second sets of indicia and first 



the substantially planar flexible display to provide contact pad locations (see for 
example Fig. 3 items 603). 

Yamazaki does not expressly disclose that the flexible display is a 
continuous flexible display film. 

Lueders discloses a keypad with a flexible display membrane or 
continuous flexible display film (see for example Fig. 3 and 5:9-18). Note that 
Lueders also teaches that the display is between the contact pad locations (see 
for example Fig. 3 the ^ ^ o v\ v. ^ ^s ^ - n 
under the finger) and the switches (^^. v"^ o ^ ^^.^ "\ 3 o and that the 
continuous flexible film locates the contact pad locations for user actuation (see 
for example Fig. 3 noting that it would be fairly suggested to one of ordinary skill 
in the art that the contact location would not move especially since then the 
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i egisli'-'itior; t-etween rhe displayed legends and the switches would be 
cieqraded ). It is just that in this case the contact pad locations are not raised up 
above the rest of the display. 

Yamazaki and Lueders are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor, which is keypads with keys having programmable indicia. 

The prior art contained a device, Yamazaki, which differed from the 
claimed device by the substitution of a continuous flexible film for the flexible 
display of Yamazaki. The required continuous flexible film and its functions were 
known in the art as demonstrated by Lueders. One of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention could have substituted the continuous flexible film of 
Lueders for the flexible display of Yamazaki and the results would have been 
predictable. In both cases the component must flex sufficiently to actuate the 
desired switch without actuating an adjacent switch (see for example Lueders 
9:15 and compare Lueders Fig. 3 and Ya;7>a2a.47 Fig. 3). 

As to claim 3, in addition to the rejection of claim 1 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders, Yamaza/c/ further discloses that the key elements are rigid elements 
interconnected by the continuous flexible display film o v ^ 9 o 

noting that item 603 is shown undev- N o \ o v "^i"^^ 
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As to claim 5, in addition to tine rejection of claim 1 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders, Yamaza/c/ further discloses that each outer pad is transparent (see for 

example [0072]). 

As to claim 6, In addition to the rejection of claim 1 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders, Vamaza/f/ further discloses that the continuous flexible display film is 
configured to emit light (see for example [001 1]). 

As to claim 7, In addition to the rejection of claim 1 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders, Yamazaki lurther discloses an electronic device including a keypad as 
claimed in claim 1 and the said display controller (see for example Fig. 1 for the 
electronic device; the display controller was already covered in the rejection of 
claim 1). 

As to claim 8, all limitations were covered in the rejection of claim 7 as 
depended from claim 1 . The rejections and art cited already assumed that the 
indicia were displayed from each key element. 

As to claim 9, in addition to the rejection of claim 8 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders, Yamazaki further discloses that the first mode is a numeric input mode 
and the first set of indicia are numeric indicia, and the second mode is an 
alphabetic input mode and the second set of indicia are alphabetic indicia (see 
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for example [0105] in which the first set of indicia corresponds to trie f:rsi memory 
and the second set of indicia corresponds to t!ie third memory). 

As to claim 10, in addition to the rejection of claim 9 over Yamazaki and 

Lueders, YaATiaza/c/ further discloses that the first and second modes the indicia 
displayed from each key element is indicative of the character that would be input 
on pressing the key element (see for example Abstract, especially "With the 
present invention, display devices are formed in operation keys for inputting 
info ' .V, " o \^ V. 0^- J-" " V. o \ ^ n % > ^ > > ^picaily 
po.t„^.c :e.op:>::'..:^ oe\.ocs, and intormato.. x -;^.,,.Cjs,.> 
computer or stationary telephone devices. A user is able to recognize the 
operation keys by characters, symbols, and numerals displayed in the operation 
keys by the display devices." or [0010] or [0286]). 

As to claim 15, in addition to the rejection of claim 8 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders, Yamazaki further discloses that the key elements are arranged to 
protrude through individual holes in a housing of the electronic device (see for 

example Fig. 1 and Fig. 3). 

As to claim 16, claim 16 adds only the concept of first and second sides to 
the limitations of claim 1 . First and second sides are clear in the rejection of claim 
1 and claim 16 is rejected over the same art and arguments as claim 1 . 
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As to claim 19, in addition to tine rejection of claim 1 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders: 

Yamazaki and Lueders discloses the claimed invention except for the 

display device being a transflective display device. It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
substitute a transflective display device for the EL or transmissive display devices 
taught by Yamazaki since it was known in the art that transflective displays were 

substitutable for EL or transmissive displays and applicant has not taught that the 
particular display type solved a particular problem (as evidence that transflective 
displays and their strengths and weaknesses, i.e. interchangeabillty, with respect 
to transmissive and electroluminescent displays, was well known see for 
es.r r 0 ' = patent No. 6,124,971 to Ouderkirk et al. 1 :41~60 and surrounding 
paragraphs). 

As to claim 20, in addition to the rejection of claim 8 over Yamazaki and 

Lueders, Lueders further discloses that the continuous flexible display film Is a 
transmissive continuous flexible display film (see for example 4:45-62). 

As to claims 21 and 22, these claims claim methods implicit in the 
apparatus claimed in claim 1 and are rejected on the same grounds and 
arguments. 
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As to claim 23, since providing instructions on a computer readable 
medium to accomplisli tine claimed method would have been fairly suggested to 
one of ordinary skill in the art given the art cited, recall reference to CPU, and 

that the method claimed is implicit in the apparatus claimed in claim 1, claim 23 is 
rejected on the same grounds and arguments as claim 1. 

12. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 

Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0034930 to Yamazaki et al. {"Yamazakr) In 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,067,074 to Lueders {"Lueders") and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,219,731 to Gutowitz{"Gutowit^'). 

As to claim 11, in addition to the rejection of claim 10 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders: 

Yamazaki and Lueders discloses the claimed invention except for in the 
second mode the character that would be input on pressing the key element is 
dependent on the number of times the key element has been pressed within a 
predetermined time period of each previous such press without the pressing of 
another of the key elements. 

Yamazaki and Lueders does not expressly disclose that in the second 
mode the character that would be input on pressing the key element is 
dependent on the number of times the key element has been pressed within a 
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predetermined time period of eacli previous sucli press witliout the pressing of 
another of the key elements. 

Gutowitz discloses multi-tap character input or that the character that 
would be input on pressing the key element is dependent on the number of times 
the key element has been pressed within a predetermined time period of each 
previous such press without the pressing of another of the key elements (see for 
example Abstract). 

Yamazaki as modified by Lueders and Gutowitz are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, which is reduced key-set input 
devices. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to use multi-tap input with the device of Yamazaki. The 

suggestion/motivation would have been to use a de facto standard, that is a 
method that users could be assumed to be familiar with, (see for example 

Gutowitz Abstract). 

13. Claims 14, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0034930 to Yamazaki 
et al. {"Yamazakr) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,067,074 to Lueders {"Lueders") and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,704,004 to Ostergard et al. {"Ostergard'). 
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As to claim 14, in addition to tlie rejection of claim 1 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders, Yamazaki further discloses the use of nibs between the key elements 
and the switch wherein each switch is positioned directly underneath a nib of its 
respective key element (see for example Fig. 4). 

Yamazaki 6oes not expressly disclose nibs connected to the second side 
of the display device. 

Osfergfarof discloses an arrangement for integration of key illumination into 
keymat of portable electronic devices and in particular: nibs connected to the 
second side of a display device (sees 1br exanvpie Fig. 4 items 22 and 6:47-62). 

Yamazaki as modified by Lueders and Ostergard are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, which is illuminated indicia 
keypads. 

At the time of Invention, It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill In the art to add nibs between the display and the switches as 
taught by Ostergard to the device of Yamazaki. The suggestion/motivation would 
have been to allow the user to selectively activate the switches (see for example 
Osierg&rd 6:54-55). 

As to claim 17, in addition to the rejection of claim 16 over Yamazaki and 
Lueders, Yamazaki further discloses the use of nibs between the key elements 
and the switch wherein each of the plurality of nibs corresponds to one of the 
plurality of mechanical key elements (see for example Fig. 4). 
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Yamazaki does not expressly disclose nibs connected to the second side 
of the display device. 

Osfergarc/ discloses an arrangement for integration of key illumination into 
keymat of portable electronic devices and in particular: nibs connected to the 
second side of a display device v\ ^ "^^^ ^ ^ \ ^^--^ ^.\^\ " 

Yamazaki as modified by Lueders and Ostergard are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, which is illuminated indicia 
keypads. 

At the time of Invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add nibs between the display and the switches as 
taught by Ostergard to the device of Yamazaki. The suggestion/motivation would 
have been to allow the user to selectively activate the switches (see for example 
Ostergard 6:54-55). 

As to claim 18, in addition to the rejection of claim 17 over Yamazaki, 
Lueders and Ostergard, Yamazaki further discloses a plurality of resilient 

members between the plurality of nibs and the plurality of switches (see for 
example Fig. 4 Items 708) and Ostergarc/ further discloses a plurality of resilient 
members between the plurality of nibs and the plurality of switches (see for 

example Fig. 4 the portion of switch 110 pointed to by the arrow). 



Conclusion 
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14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0231 197 to Janevski 
teaches a continuous flexible display film with raised buttons on top and switches 
below It. 

U.S. Patent No. 4,024,368 to Shattuck teaches a flexible display with 
transparent key pad above and switches below. 

1 5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action Is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply Is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action Is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ROBERT R. RAINEY whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3313. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:30 
AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amare Mengistu can be reached on (571) 272-7674. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/RR/ 



/Amare Mengistu/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



